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Host Range of Groundnut Mosaic Virus of Tamil Nadu
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ABSTRACT

Maosaic virus of Tamil Madu passed on to threa out of thirty species of plants
selonging to six families of dicotyledons, The present studies reveal that mosaic virus of

ramil Nadu differs from that of rosette virus in its® mode of
This wvirus does not couse

15t range.

transmission and

local lesions on Chenopedium  album

ind C. amaranticolor as rosette virus. Further no infection. was obtained on Cajames

‘afan with mosaic «virus,

INTACDUCTION

Mosaic disease is one of the viro-
ses of groundnut occurring in Tamil
Nadu. ' It was first observed in 1949
on the farm of the Indian Agricultural
Research Institute, New Delhi in India.
Susequently its occurrence inTamiliNadu
was observed in 1964 (Kousalya et al.
1970). Nariani and Dhingra (1963)
described the symptoms of the disease
and established its viral nature by
graft transmission. They also reported
the varietal reaction of ten promising
strains of groundnut obtained from
Punjab to mosaic virus. Chenulu
et al. ( 1966 ) have pointed out the
highly destructive nature of the dise-
ase and estimated loss in yield from
29-100 per cent by kernal weight and
22.97per cent by pod weight depending
upon the intensity of the disease,
Kousalya er al. {1970 ) reported that
there was a significant reduction in
the number of roat nodules, number

and dry weight of mature, immature
and tender pods produced by mosaic
diseased plants both under field and
glass house conditions. The present
paper deals with host range of musaic
virus of groundnut.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Mosaic virus culture obtained in
Coimbatore was maintained by grafting
in TMV. 2 variety of groundnut plants
under insect-proof glass house condi-
tions. Thirty species of plants belong-
ing to six families were selected for
the  studies.  Approach grafting
was adopted on 30 days old healthy
test plants. The grafted test plants
were periodically observed for the
development of symptoms.

Sap transmission studies were also
conducted on two species of Cheno-
podium- and  Nicotiana  glutinosa,
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TABLE 1, - Host range of groundnul mosaic virus
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l. Papilionaceae

Pisum sativam Linn, 20 18
Phaseolus vilgaris ting, 20 17 . -
Figna-sinensis Endl, 20 8 i 333
Mﬂffcn;a m{im Linmn. 20 16 . .
Crotolaria juncea Linn, 20 20
Trifclium pratense Linm. 20 18 .
T. ripens Linn, 20 18 .
Stylosanthes mucronata Wi, 20 . 20 . s
Hmm?.hu. auwrens Han, 20, 18 s
P, mungo Linn, 20 20 . a
P. lathyreides Linn, 20 ‘IE: 6. 3:1;,3
Cicer arictinum Linm, 20 186 ) -
BDaoliches lab=lab Linn, a0 I.B i
Cyamapsis psoralioides DC 20 15 i
Trigonella foenumgraccum Linn, 20 18 -
Tephrosia n'nf.':'rqrr'ﬂ Pars. . 20 -
Gliricidia ma_c!.dmaf.!-].. B. &K. 20 - 20
Sesbanﬁ speciosa Taub, ex. Engl 20 20
.ﬂoh';p.’ms bifforns Linn, 2.0' R ¥ . 7 : . m-u_o.
Cajanus cajan Druca. 0 2 |
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Table. 1 [ Continued ]

1 2 3 4 5
Seshania aculeata -Poir, 20 17 ‘
._.i . Solanaceae
Nicotiana tabacum Linn, var, White Burley 20 18 v
D-ﬁmm stramainum Linn, ' 20 20 .
Solanum .melengena Linn, ‘20 16
1] -Compusitae
Tridax procumbens Linn, 20 16
IV. Caesalpinaeae
Caesalpinia _m;!cf_.rerrmm -Swtz_ 20 18 - .
V. Amaranthaceae )
Gomphrena globosa Linn, 20 16
. By approach grafting By sap
Plant species
tested 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Chenopodiaceae
Chenopoditm albwm Linn, 20 18 20 -
C. amaranticolar Coste and Reyn. 20 1 . 20 .-
Solanacene
Gicotiana glirionosa Linn, 20 17 20

e s e s e g

sk

1... Number of plants tested 2, Mumber of'successiul grafts 3. Numbaer of plants Infonted

4, Pgrcentage of hn!‘a:li_un 5, Number of.plonts fnoculatzd

7. Peorcentaga of inlection
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Infective sap was extracted from the
young developing leaves of mosaic
diseased plants in 0.2 M Sod-
ium borate solution at pH 8.5, The
extracted sap after filtration was rubbed
on to the carborundum-dusted young
leaves of healthy test plants. The sap
inoculated test plants were under obse-
rvation for the development of sympt-
oms. Suitable controls were maintai-
ned.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Three out of thirty species of test
plants belonging to 6 families were
found to be susceptible to mosaic virus
(Table 1). The reaction on these three
susceptible hosts are described below.

1. Vigna sinesis Endl: Mosaic and
mottling were seen on the leaves.
The infected leaves were crinkled and
reduced in size. The infected plants
were markedly stunted.. The infecuion
was systemic.

2. Dolichos mijiorus Linn: The
leaves of infected plants were reduced
in size, curled and-showed veinal
NEcrosis Systemic infection was
seen.
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3. Phaseolus lathyroides  Linn
Light and dark green mosaic ‘mottling
symptoms were seen on the leaves of
mosaic ‘diseased plants fifteen days
after grafting. The infected leaves
were very much reduced .in - size.
Systemic symptoms were noticed..

No infection was observed on Cle-
nopodium album Linn. C. amarantieolor
Coste. and Reyn and Nicotiana glitinosa
Linn.
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